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To the Federal Election Commission 
bgarding Complaint #5624 
Filed by Day Me~rilI 
From: Michael Jaliman 
Jaliman for Congress 

VTA FACSIMILE 202 219-3923 
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Regarding the Complaint number 5624 submitted by Day Merrill, charges listed as onw iZZzpz TJ r r Z - - - m T  

TulSOr.7 through 4 are wholly without merit. 
:d.cL+u 
r = -E 2- E .  

I would like to mention that Day Merrill and Michael Locey were disgruntlcd campaign 
workers. Contemporaneous with filling her FEC complaint Ms. Memll were suing LIE!? 
personally in small claims court ovcr how much money she and Loccy were owed by 
Jaliman for Congress. The monetary claims of Merrill and Locey have since been scttlcd 
for 53800. 

Just before the election Merrill and Locey who are life and business partners and I settled 
on a joint payment to their consulting company of $2,000 to settle all claims arising from 
their participation in the campaign. During negotiations Ms. Mcrrill intimated that she 
would attack the campaign if we didn't come to a settlement. After wc agreed to a 
settlement she wrote up a non-disclosure agreement as h e  settlement document. This 
settlcment agreement failed to include a clause stating that thcy were being paid $2,000. 

Ms. Merrill responded angrily to what I rhought was a routine requcst, rhat we add a 
clause to the non-disclosure stating that they wcre being paid $2,000. and that the money 
was being paid by Innovation ConsuItants as settlemcnt of all claims. She then made a 
demand for more money and when that was not met, issued a negative press release and 
sent in a complaint to the FEC. 

I was told by Michael Locey during the course of later seltlement talks, held after the 
election and a h  the filing of the FEC complaint that Ms. Memll thought that spccifjhg 
that they wcrc being paid f2,000 by innovation Consultants in the document was a trick 
that would later be used to get her in trouble. I do not know if she thought that I would 
charge hcr with blackmail. I haw never had anything but positive intentions toward her 
and tried repeatedly to carve out a paid role that would use hcr skills and provide vduc to 
the campaign. 

What follows is a copy of a recent article that appeared in the local newspapcr on her law 
suit. 
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Ex-candidate settles suit by workers 
By CARA MATTHEWS 
THE JOURNAL NEWS 
(Ongmerpub&abcm Jenuary 71. mJ 

-J 

Michael leliman of Pancrson. who ran ulrsuccessfidly for U.S. R e p  Sue Kelly's s a c  last fall. 
recently paid a tatd of$3,800 to settle two lawsuits brought by firmer cynpaigr workers. 

Ontan'o, Canada residents Day Mcrrill and Michael Louy sued Jalimm in P ~ k r s o n  Town Court 
before Elation Day. In scparatc small claims cases, Merrill demanded 52,944 and Loccy w a n d  S2,1109. 
The two live and work togcthcr All @es agreed to M out-of-c<rurt scttllcmcnt after Justicc John King 
h d  Memll's cnsc and issued a Dcc 20 ruling awarding her $2,944. 

'For mc, it's unforninatc that there was a dispute over money with Day. Wc hnd bccn on close tenns 
many years ago,. Jaliman said yesterday. 

Memill d d  she and I m x y  optcd for a scttlcment because Jalimnn had threrrtcncd to appcal King's 
dm'sion on Memill's case!. 

The Settlement otmmd before Dcc. 27. whcn Lace)rs case w m  scheduled 10 bc heard. The couple 
rcccivcd thc U.800 before New Year's Evc. Loccy said. 

District 19 mven Pumam norchcm Wenchester, and parrs orRockland. Dutchcss and Omnge 
muna'ee Jalimrwl derated Ianinc Sclcndy ofNorth Salem. the cndorscd Dcmocnrtic candidme, in a 
primary. Kelly, a Kamnah Republican, easily d e f i e d  Jdiman. 

M e d l  htw said shc lcvned in lnle Augm1 h t  Jaliman was a candidnte for Congnxb Shc rrt first 
volunteered on his cnmpaign. thcn sought payment to eonlinuc aftcr thc primary. Locey, Memll's pmcr 
in a consulting firm. also worked for Jaliman. 

Jmliman, b c c y  and Memill had dimm.wd different paymcnt amounts for scrviccs, but nolhing was 
put in wdmg M h l l  said shc and Locey found ii h d  to work for Jaliman, ~d &e tel~ionship somd. 
Menill clprimad in her czlf~ that Jdiman had aped to plry both ofthcm $7,000 up fmnr, mother S7,OOO 
after firnd raising got stark& and a third $7.000 if he dcliaccd Kelly. 

Jaliman m d  he BL one point offcrcd S3.500 for both to work in Ihc dislnct and finish thc mmporgn. 

According 10 Mcmll. shc and Locey mnrinued pari lime umil thc cnd of October. Ar that pink Ihy 
.m-d they would m s p t  a total of $2,ooO to -le with Jaliman. Jaliman e f i c d  in December that he 
fsxed them a cow ore S2.000 chcck but never mailed iL Jdimm and thc Canadian couple were 
disputing the tenns of a contract thc candidate wanted rheni ld Sim. Mcrrill and Loccy thcn filed SuiL 

Jtdiman. who confirmed Qat he had been consiidcring an appeal, said he agreed to $3.800 b e a u !  "1 
didn't scc any point la continuing to q u e  ahour a diflcrcncc of lev5 than S2,OOO." 

Jaliman has two other sum pending. Onc is a dcfhation claim he filed ag&ngi Sclcndy, hvo 
campaign d m  and the h u s h d  of ha dcputy campaign manager. In October. he filed a f c d d  suit 
against Gm. Geeqe Pmki. challenging the constiardonality af havinfl LL wngrtsiond primaty about six 
weeks Mire the g e n d  election. 

Send e-majl to Cam Ad 
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Resuonse in Brief to the charrrcs listed as one h u r h  4 in her complaint: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

This was not a violation. The campaign had not crossed the $5,000 threshold on 
Aug 26. The FEC filings have been &ne truthfblly. 

No monies were diverted to the account of Reva Jslliman and 1 made no request of 
campaign staff to do so. 

No commercials for Innovation Consultants were aimd during the campaign. No 
commercials for Innovation Consultants were aired prim to the campaign. No 
commercials for Innovation Consultants have bccn aired subsequent to the 
campaign as of the date of this response. 

Innovation Consultants is my consulting company. It acted as a general consultant 
to the campaign. It obtained discounted rates for advertising on behalf of thc 
campaign. It is owed fees for work done on behalf of the campaign. The debt 
owed by Jaliman for Congress to Innovztion Consultants was listed on FEC 
filings. The settlement payment to Ms. Menill (completed after the filing of thc 
FEC complaint) was paid by Tnnovation Consultants. Adding a clause in a 
settlement agreement with Memll and h e y  that they were being paid $2,000 by 
Innovation Consultants in settlement of all claims for work done on bchalfof 
Jaliman for Congress was not a violation of FEC rules. 

Further response to the specific charges in the Memll Complaint: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Regarding clause number one and her assertion that I did not file on August 26 
with the Federal Elcction Commission, my campaign was not required to do so at 
that time as it did not cross the $5,000 threshold For spending or f h d s  raised as of 
August 26. 
1 filed a statement of organization on July 29,2004 three days after I declared my 
candidacy for Congress. My campaign did not cross the $5,000 in expenditures or 
money raised until September of 2004. I filed tl financial report for the pcriod 
ending Sept 30 in a timcly manner. I have filed subsequent financial reports in a 
timely manner. 
Furthex in the first clause in which Merrill statcs that “While Mr. Jaliman did 
meet the October 15 FEC filing deadline, we cannot speak to thc veracity of the 
infomation that he provided.” This charge demonstrates a willingness to make 
accusations in the absence o f  any knowledge. Her role during the primary and 
general election campaigns neither included spending authorization, financial 
record keeping or participation in discussions on spending. 
Regarding another point in he first clause of her complaint: “all labor paid and 
unpaid” are to be reportcd. It is 
campaign volunteers needs to be reported. Persons who volunteered on the 

my understanding that the unpaid labor of 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

campaign including Merrill and her “life parher” and business partncr Michael 
Locey who volunteered during the primary and are not listed on the FEC report. 
Regarding the s m n d  clause they make aa untruc accusation that I asked to divert 
h d s  fiom online donations to my mother’s account. All of thc h d s  paid 
through Verisign to the online credit card facility were paid automatically by the 
d t  card facility into the Jaliman for Congress bank account. I was asked by 
John Landsdale, thc Web Master, for the name o f  someone else to use on the 
credit application and gave him my mother‘s name. Merrill’s accusation of 
wrongdoing is not based on knowledge and it does not represent the truth. That 
was no diversion of fimds paid to Jahnan for Congress into a pcrsonal account 
The campaign cut off the ability of Locey to make changes to the web site when 
in the course of ncgotiations with Michael h e y  and Day Menill over money; 
concern were raised that they could use their access to post a negative message 
on the sitc. 
MichaeJ Jaliman and my company Innovation Consultants are owcd money by 
Jaliman for Congress, ihus the accusation by Memll that I wught to divert money 
from the campaign to my mother is not only untrue it is implausible on its face. 
Concerning the third point no commercials were made and aired for Innovation 
Consultants on cablc TV. We had discussed running commercials for Innovation 
Consultants to build namc recognition in a dispersed media market with limited 
nctwork Tv. And indeed if we had run business commercials during thc 
campaign they would not have violated FEC rcgulations, according to the 
A02004-3 1 ruling regarding business ads that are not electioneering. 
Regarding the fourth point Tnnovation Consultants paid for a bank check to be 
sent to Equilibria for S2,OOO to cover payment for Services from Day Merrill and 
Michael Locey. The check was never sent DS Menill cancelled the agreement that 
she and b c e y  had made and instead asked for more money and threatened to 
cause the campaign harm. Innovation Consulhl’s payments on behalf of 
Jaliman for Congress for campaign expenses wcm reported on FEC filings. No 
one asked Merrill or Locey to lie about their relationship to thc Jaliman for 
Congress Campaign. I l e  payment that was eventually made to Mcrrill was 
drawn on Innovation Consultants. 

I request that the FEC recognize th3t the allcgations made by Ms. Merrill are without 
merit. I request that the committee take no fiuther action on this matter. If however you 
have hrrher questions please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Michael wF Jaliman 

Signed under penalty of pejury 
Jan 12,2005 
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